366	HUSBAND AND WIFE
domiciled and resident abroad and who has possibly never
been domiciled or resident in England, should be compelled
to resist an attack in England on his existing status merely
because he was married in England ? That the answer should
be in the negative is fortified by the remembrance that the
English judges, having once assumed jurisdiction, have in-
variably determined the issue according to English internal law.1
(^/Annulment of void marriages.
(a) com-     (a)J#tifion baseTwdommlt. There is ample authority for the
,   . "Tn somewhat obvious rule that the court of the country in which
domictl in	.	.	....._,..         .   J
England both parties are domiciled has nullity jurisdiction m respect of
a void marriage.2 In this type of marriage, however, the woman
does not acquire her husband's domicil by operation of law.3
If, therefore, she was domiciled abroad before going through
a ceremony of marriage with a man domiciled in England and
the jurisdiction of the court is invoked by reason of a common
domicil, it must be proved that she has in fact acquired an
English domicil of choice.
05) Peti-     it is also established that the English domicil of the peti-
'aione tioner alone, whether the man or the woman, suffices to found
domiciled jurisdiction. If this were not so and if a common domicil were
nglan required in all cases, the question of jurisdiction might be in-
soluble, for since no marriage exists there cannot be a common
domicil unless the woman acquires a domicil of choice in
England.4
Petition     In White v^ White* the domicil of the woman alone was
' woman ^e^ tcTbe avalid basis of jurisdiction. The facts were these:
A domiciled Englishwoman, while on a trip to Australia, went
through a ceremony of marriage at Melbourne with the respondent,
whose wife was still living. The woman returned to England two days
later without any consummation of the marriage. She later took nullity
proceedings in England. The respondent did not enter appearance, but
he acknowledged service of notice to appear and signed a formal ad-
mission that at the time of the Melbourne ceremony he was married to
a wife resident in Malt
Bucknill J. granted a decree notwithstanding that the re-
1	Infra, pp. 370-1.
2	Sahtscn v. Administrator of Austrian Property, [1927] A.C. 641; De Massa
v. DcMassa, [1939] 2 A11E.R. 150 N; Galenev. Galene, [1939] P. 237.
3	Supra, p. 355.
4	DeRencvillev. DeKeneMlt, [1948] P. 100, n^perLord Greene.
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